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Introduction 

Ten years ago now, some comrades-in-print 
produced a series of 12 page mini-tracts under the 
title INFORMATION PANIC. Dealing with vague ideas 
stripped from post-modern college readers and mined 
from the midnight ramblings of insominacs, the zines 
attacked the desire to produce with surprisingly 
diverse and effective productions. Sometimes 
political, sometimes aesthetic, always smelling like 
offset ink, these zines were a staple in my personal 
mythology of a zine underground and a beam of hope 
that maybe we all were really on to something. That 
maybe there was a movement of artists and writers 
whose communication and interaction generated 
something positive and - dare say - important. 

But tonight as I sit here, I am struck by the 
volume of information I have in relation to the scant 
connection I've maintained. Electric Media has 
overwhelmed any movement I ever participated in or 
that recognized me as a coherent member. I have a 
great deal more access to the timeliness of articles, 
unfolding events, and other people's informed — 
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; essential is lacking. 

That something lacking is the time or energy to 
process, digest, or formulate any sort of idea about 
information that floods my nervous system. Gone 

JI® thS °^ natel V decorated letters detailing the 
studies of some angry subversive. 

Lost is the tactile smear of catalogs and 

legible 0 ]- hyP ^ a ctivity luting in the smallest 
legible type the existence books and music I had only 
heard rumors of whispered from the backs of out-of- Y 

then f?eld VanS ’ ^ ^ the ^ t0 wade through, 
then field report on volumes of dense history or 

stuffedT S mUC ^ rakin 5- Gone are the packages, 
stuffed to envelope exploding capacity, of 

photocopied rants, cutnpaste manifesto's or 
the^revolution? CUmentS C ° lleCted ** °ther molemen of 


instead what I have are hot links to long 
blinking articles culled from national dailies 
Webmaster addresses to report 404 error problems 

crash'the m at H d ° n0t Print and P ° P Up ^ws ^t 
, . machine. Today I am separated from the 

ability to collate and think about the wealth of 

Shard be9S me to enter into 
past articles, sponsor sites, or corporate 

ommercials for the new Tom Cruise vehicle. Access is 
extraordinary. The information labyrinth vast and 
impressive. So whv do T fppi T i, * , r and 

did then? n ° W nOW less than 1 


Because 

Information has finally 
caught up with the 
Panic. Here I speak of 
the commercialized 
panic that one feels 
when walking through 
the mall or the aisles 
of some collectors 
convention. The 
commodity panic of 
acquisition, that of 
being the first in 
line, one of the few 
that have that rare 
purple vinyl seven 
inch, or actually have 
heard Wm. Burroughs 
speak at the 92nd St Y. 
It is panic of trivia 






gossip and access. The one up-manship volume matches 
that masquerade as discussions. The finger pointing 
currency of each passing event's authority. It is the 
panic of competition, of knowing more accurate and 
timely facts to brandy about in ironic displays of 
coffee clutch intellectualism. It is the panic of 
interruption and exaggeration. It is a panic without 
substance, ultimately. It is a panic without style or 
synthesis. It is simply put - INFORMATION PANIC. 

The filters of postage marks and authority of hearsay 
have been replaced with the speed of downloads and 
memorizing passwords. The critical ability has been 
drowned in the shower of soundbites and streaming 
audio. There no longer is an underground perspective 
in thoughtful opposition. There are no longer the 
wild haired isolated madmen churning out fevered 
pleas and compassionate tracts. We have lost our 
a bility to contact one another on an intimate, lucid 
and critical timetable. We are subject to images and 
machines and we have failed to slow them down. So 
this war renders me mute. Unable to draw myself out 
of the petty grievances and overwrought interviews. I 
am frustrated that I seem to be alone again, which 
nothing to console me but a deluge of Panicked 
Information, that I can no longer put to good use. 
This zine attempts to slow it all down again. Re¬ 
establish ties. Open trap doors and hang out in the 
cobweb basements that I grew up in. 










Donald Rumsfeld - a veteran of the cold war chosen by the 
vice-president, Dick Cheney, in the face of opposition from 
Colin Powell, now secretary of state. His radical policies 
and abrasive manner initially provoked resistance from the 
Pentagon generals. But the war on terrorism has made him 
the mosfpowerful member of the cabinet and he is expanding his influence into 
foreign policy fields normally managed by the secretary of state. 



Paul Wolfowitz - Mr Rumsfeld’s deputy, and the 
foremost exponent of a new war against Saddam 
Hussein. He is a former academic with a wide-ranging 
network of travelers and sympathizers, commonly 
referred to in Washington as the “Wolfowitz cabal.” 


Some Folks We Know 



Doug Feith - the Pentagon’s policy supreme and a former 
director of the Centre for Security Policy (CSP), who has led 
the charge for a more Pro-Israel Middle East Policy. 



Frank Gaffney - a former defense policy official and Rumsfeld 
acolyte who now runs the CSP - a think-tank and ideological 
seminary for young hawks. He advocates the scrapping of the 
Oslo peace process, the forceful promotion of the national 
missile defense system, and a settling of scores with Baghdad. 



Richard Perle - known as Ronald Reagan’s “prince of darkness” 
for his distaste for disarmament treaties, and his hawkish attitude 
towards the Soviet Union. Mr Perle retains an important role in 
the defense policy board, a Pentagon think-tank which he chairs. 



John Bolton - the hawks’ man inside the state department. 
Despite the objections of Colin Powell, he was appointed 
undersecretary of state for arms control, non-proliferation and 
international security, even though he is a committed 
unilateralist who opposes global aims treaties on principle. 



Zalmay Khalilzad - the top Afghan-American in the 
administration. Three yearsjigo, he signed a joinLletter with _ 

Donald Rumsfeld and other hawks, calling on the Clinton administration to 
topple Saddam. He is seeking to take over the Middle East portfolio when Bruce 
Reidel steps down later this month. 


Reprinted without permission 17.12.01 The Guardian. 




"Today, our fellow citizens, our way of life, our very 
freedom came under attack in a series of deliberate and 
deadly terrorist acts. [...] America was targeted for 
attack because we’re the brightest beacon for freedom and 
opportunity in the world. And no one will keep that light 
from shining." — George W. Bush Sept. 11 address 


The first night 
was sleepless as the 
white-shirted newsmen 
sat behind desks 
reacting with the 
first engaged interest 
I have ever seen them 
suggest. But by the 
following afternoon, 
the thudding captions 
shot past, analysts in 
smart suits squatted 
on .large floor maps, 
and the stream-of- 
conscious reiteration 
of speculation and 
horror was constantly 
interrupted for banal 


live satellite feeds. 

The wall of 
billowing smoke 
chasing down fleeing 
New Yorkers, the alien 
landscape of the 
smoldering floodlit 
ruins, and the second 
plane's impact slowed 
to frame-by-frame 
heavy rotation 
provided the wallpaper 
to uninterrupted 
coverage. Human 
interest stories were 
codified in terms of 
candlelit vigils, shop 
owners marveling at 





the American Flag 
sales, and impromptu 
delegations parading 
charts and statistics. 
Unblinking and 
disturbing, the 
coverage was not so 
surreal as it was 



incessant, draining, 
and over wrought. It 
culminated into a 
prolonged, broadcast- 
stunned grimace — a 
calm storm of images 
and non stop talking. 

By the fourth 
day, regular scheduled 
programming began to 
creep back along the 
edges. Laugh tracks 
and studio audiences 
slowly returned. And 
the we'll be right 
back after these 
messages was a 
consoling reminder 
that OUR 

Infrastructure had 
been prerecorded and 
scheduled months in 
advance. And we were 
faced with the return 
of American Televised 
Culture as though 
nothing had delayed 
it. 


A month later, 
the major networks 
were reeling from the 
economic fallout of so 
many days without 
commercial breaks. An 
estimated $188 million 
was lost in - 
advertising revenue. 
Like a junkie finally 
scoring the first fix 
after a 30 day lock 
down, the industry 
took the bolt right to 
the head. A 

devastating blow that 
assured the upper 
management that 
something had in fact 
been painfully 
interrupted, there 
were enough bloody 
noses in evidence. 



WITHIN A SHORT period of time, the 
TV receiver won a prominent place in 
the American living room. Viewing 
soon dominated all leisure pastimes. 














"To appease disenchanted advertisers, the networks 
are embracing their sponsors in ways not common 
since the birth of commercial television in the 
1950s. The new buzzwords among network executives 
are integrated advertising. Product placement, 
reintroduced last year in CBS' un-scripted series 
Survivor, will be more common and obvious. Also in 
vogue is sponsorship—and even ownership-of shows 
in which advertisers can insist on details as 
mundane as whether the cast of NBC’s Friends wears 
Prada or Armani." - l.a. times 10.10.01 

So as the situation now stands, there will be 
advertising embedded into the sitcoms and hour-long 
police procedural. Products will be named and 
consumed by the characters whose wacky antics we 
tune in each night to watch. It is no longer 
sufficient for those characters to simply deliver 
us to the advertisers by our faithful viewership; 
now they will manipulate and interact with the 
advertisements. This situation has been long in 
coming and something that theorists and critics 
have always warningly predicted. The symbiotic 
relationship between programming and sponsor has, 
once again, become more acute. 

Television will finally realize its greatest 
and most profound goal.: creating a completely 
Advertised Zone. There will no longer be any 
boundaries of speculation, objectivity, or 
editorial control. All that is broadcast and 
watched will interlock in a perfect mechanism of 
Total Culture. Advertisements will no longer be 
relegated to the spaces between shows; they will 
now bleed in, fully communicating with our favorite 
clowns (who in turn will communicate back, i.e., 
fashioning a new power discourse, folks). The name 
brand will sear through the personae, buttressing 
the 'reality' of sponsorship while infusing 
'sponsorship' with reality. In other words, the 
space assigned to support has become interactive. 

No longer is Domino's Pizza resigned to the 60 
second slot to convince you of its legitimacy and 
show support for your favorite gang of 
entertainers. No longer does it have to fight to 
grab your attention and keep you from flipping 
channels. No longer does the advertisement have to 
translate its message into short chainsaw bursts. 


The terms of product definition will be 
refined. The advertisement no longer has to 
establish a story line of its own; now it can 
simply glide into the plotted trajectory of our 
nightly dramas. Now Kramer will find a GE 
cuisinart, and mayhem and wackiness will ensue. 
But, also, the fact that our beloved nightly 
companions will enter into the unmasked world of 



COLOR TV, still in its early infancy, has brought about new 
concepts in packaging and design. Manufacturers who see 
this medium as the ultimate advertising vehicle are gearing 
to take advantage of its power as color circulation rises. 

consumption support extends the manufacturers' 
legitimacy and reliability. Kramer, a fictional 
trope of extreme tomfoolery, will now have infused 
into his magical universe the grounding reality of 
everyday consumption. What this means is that the 
reality of Speedstick suddenly takes our daily 
experience with it and fictionalizes it into the 
sanitary imagination of our distractionary 
entertainment. Fantasy, distraction, and 
interaction converge into one swirling vortex that 
distances us, the viewer, even farther from the 
actuality of experience. The Spectacle is finally 
talking back. 

But what is it saying? What does this 
overblown critique mean in a world of terror 
campaigns and smart bombs? What does the Spectacle 
say amid the chatter of politicians and their 
gossipy pundits? What finally is broadcast through 
us, to the world? The Spectacle laughs in the 
background of President Bush's comments as to why 
this country was targeted for attack. 



It says... 

Our freedom, if 
that is what it is, 
rests wholly on our 
power of consumption. 
We are free to choose 
between channels, 
between name brands, 
and between lifestyle 
attitudes. We are a 
nation whose culture 
is Televised Culture. 
Our heroes, scripted 
wild men and women 
with fabulous 
apartments, beautiful 
clothing, and snappy, 
controlled one-liners. 
Our Televised Culture 
is an illusionary 
realm, punctuated with 
boisterous 
consumpionary 
vignettes, designed to 
invade the 
consciousness and 
delay attention. Our 
freedom in the 
Televised Culture is 
the freedom of short 

attentions, always 
vigilant for a better 
voyeuristic 
opportunity, a more 
intense entertainment 
experience. Whether 
that intensity 
manifests itself in 
the slow-motion 
rotation of a lingerie 
model's hips or a 
fleeting pornographic 
display of automotive 
prowess, the ads we 
watch, mute, or flip 
through drag us toward 
an understanding of 



the product landscape 
of malls and grocery 
stores. Our freedom is 
one of identification. 
What we consume 
enables us to proclaim 
who we are. We are 
wholly free, within 
the controlled and 
moneyed landscape, to 
choose what we embrace 
as our own. Our 
freedom is to create a 
more pleasant and 
voyeuristic personae 
through which we 
entertain those around 
us. 

Our Opportunity 
is the wholesale 
illusion that we 
participate in the- 
crafting of our 
lifestyles. 

Opportunity to remake 
ourselves, constantly 
reinventing the terms 
of our interaction. We 
are all able to posit 
the inevitability of 
reenactment. We are 
offered a wealth of 
positional 
representations on 
which to base our 






behavior. Any one of 
us could, act like a 
gangsta from South 
Central or New Jersey, 

after assuming the 
posturing of the media 
events we assimilate. 
Any one of us can hold 
moral court on a 
variety of issues, 
since talk shows 
established the sound 
bite authority of loud 
reduction and 
confident 
inexperience. In 
America, we have the 
Opportunity of 
stepping into roles, 
playing the parts, 
without ever having 
done any of the 
research. Opportunity 
of indoctrination over 
the opportunity 
awarded after 
training. We have the 
Opportunity to do it 
all by just changing 
our clothing or 
repapering the house. 

Our Way of Life 
is an absurd 
culmination of 
delusion and 
distracted attention. 
We were history-less 
until MTV turned 
twenty. Until the 
documents exist to 
remind us in flashy 
detail the folly and 
insight of our 
consumption activity, 

* we remember nothing. 
Our Way of Life is the 


nostalgic collecting 
of knickknacks and re¬ 
purchasing 
reproductions of 
childhood toys. While 
filtering our daily 
essential needs 
through a filter of 
routine and loyalty, 
that depends more on 
the constant 
arrangement of 
supermarkets and the 
nationwide uniformity 

of franchised 
establishments. The 
design and layout of 
familiarity breeds the 
most dedicated 
consumption. Our Way 
of Life is bankrupt, 
except for those 
glimmering moments of 
Integrated 

Advertising , wherein 
we fuse ourselves to 
the Televised Culture, 
extending it to 
ruinous extremes by 
acting out the roles 
of habit and 
consumption as 
defining 

characteristics of our 
place and interaction 
with society. We are 
no longer citizens in 
a state. We ARE, 
though, waiting for 
the next commercial 
break. 

Now. Which one of you 
muthafuckers misplaced 
the remote? 




years 


dollars w 


developing a 




"And what's sad about it is that he's in 
this meeting and he's gloating, he's 
laughing, he's having fun about the 
death and destruction that occurred in 
the United States of America." - U.S. 
Sen. Richard Shelby, R-Alabama, vice 
chairman of the Senate Intelligence 
Committee, CNN 12.12.01 







the Podium: 

Donald Rumsfeld and 
the New Market War 



“The Department of Homeland security must be an agile, fast- 
paced, and responsive organization that takes advantage of 21 s - 
century technology and management techniques to meet a 21st- 

century threat.” 

Department of Homeland Security Report 5/02 


Donald Rumsfeld is a career criminal, soothsayer to the stars, and decrepit 
policy codger. He worked for all the major Republican hard-liners starting with 
Nixon (taped evidence surfaced before his Bush appointment implicating the 
consul he is so famous for, as Nixon railed against those “black Africans ... Just 
out of the trees” Rumsfeld could be heard mumbling and agreeing with the 
President), Ford and Ronald McReagan. He’s been a successful CEO for G.D. 
Searle & Co., a worldwide pharmaceutical company, receiving many gifts and 
industry prizes. His rhetoric is mistaken as no-nonsense, colloquial 
straight talking. His confirmed non-committal and boisterous dominance has 
been mistaken as much desired strength of leadership and admirable displays of 
competence; therefore, he is a media darling. And most importantly, he currently 
serves as Secretary of Defense and is running American’s New War efforts. 

As an icon of Corporate USA! USA!’s cheerleading tomfoolery, bare 
knuckle aggression and the continuance of Republican rollback, he is a slippery 
character. Slippery because in America, certain archetypes are accepted and 
revered based on the rhetoric they employ. His use of the unemotional calm and 
soft-spoken assuredness, his self-evidentiary discourse introduced by Wm. 
Bennett’s Heritage Foundation, Dick Cheney’s Gulf War Newshour sightings, 
and the popular stereotype that imagines corporate leaders as eminent and coolly 
detail-driven while overseeing the big, wealthy picture. This image is so 
dominant in the popular mind that there are few evident fissures through which 
one may slip a critique without sounding irrational or completely inappropriate. 
The artifice is so complete that to argue or offer a divergent opinion of 
opposition is to offer a point of view that is a dangerous, agenda-ridden 
compliance to enemy viewpoints or as absurd, overly emotional ranting of a 
discombobulated madman. 

This essay (based on four months of interviews and press conference 
transcripts available at www.defenselink.mil ) attempts to expose the discourse 
used to articulate America’s military “war on Terrorism” by bringing the artifice 
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to the surface. This engagement is not meant to deal with these statements on the 
terms of validity (there will be little disagreement with the “facts” or direct 
challenge to the “propagandists system of lies”), rather the essay will 
concentrate on documenting the “ways” and the “hows” this system of rhetoric 
transfers information. It is my sincere belief, that by exposing the undercurrent 
assumptions and attempting to display the skeletal structure of this discourse, 
some of its dominance will be threatened, thus rending potential entry points for 
additional critiques and possibilities of change. For a critique must soon be 
developed that exists in opposition to this frightening trend toward total 
ideology and control. 

By dealing with these Department of Defense ( DoD ) generated transcripts as 
legitimate texts, subject to the various mechanisms and avoidance’s inherent in 
literary productions, certain themes, subtly, emerge. 

First is an unabashed deployment of the language and assumptions of 
business. The literature of Corporate America (since the 1980s on - documented 
at great length by the books of Thomas Frank) resonates throughout the entire 
opus. In fact, this theme dominates and controls all the others, it is the center 
point from which all other radii spiral out. 

Second is the propaganda model (as designed by Herman and 
Chomsky), a corrective mechanism that finalizes silence as a necessity and 
defends the assumptions of dominant systems of ideology. 

Third is the struggle over defining systems, the control over the 
periphery discourses. This means that when the propaganda machine works 
well, there is a need produced to generate the surrounding language, the terms 
through which the propaganda message is mediated by popular transmissions 

(i.e. media outlets and that surrounding 
industry). 

Fourth, and finally, is present a 
blatant humor of the damned, the 
breakpoint realization that the horror has 
stalled and everyone present IS still just 
doing a JOB. The humor is sly and 
based on the repetitive nature of the 
dance of routine, it is in-jokey and 
ultimately inhumanely crass. 

Business language is not a new introduction to the language of war, but in 
this “new” conflict its presence has become more overt and sinister. In part, this 
obviousness is a result of the internet boom of the late 1990s. For the first time 
in American history, the language and image of the management meeting crept 
out of the stuffy oak-paneled boardrooms, entering into our popular culture. The 
large flip charts, the cooing of consultant-speak, and the power of answering to 
the stock holder became the drapery that decorated our comics page (see 
Dilbert) as well as even the most mundane advertising. The proliferation of 
twenty-four hour financial news networks, spiritual and monetary gurus chatting 
seriously with Oprah, and the appearance of a seemingly unstoppable 
technological sector, brought the notion of immediate access and wealth to the 
savvy populace, all conspiring to “normalize” the language of business 
management. 

in 



"This problem 1$ not going to be weeded 
out by a cruise missile" 








Nightclubs were packed with sparkling clean-cut gents in blue pin-stripped 
suits, puffing cigars, sipping scotch on the rocks, snapping for waitresses, 
pointing the route to the toilet with their pinky rings, making late night deals on 
portable phones, and generally play acting the roles of sophisticated business 
men. The over-riding motif of the late 90s was that of community college drop¬ 
outs embracing the pomp and gaudy trappings of “Da Man.” Popular culture 
was ready for the hard sell managerial styling and surface-depth vocabulary of 
Donald Rumsfeld. 

So when he steps up to the podium, rattles off his opening statement, then 
lords, with finger pointing and wagging gesture, over the assembled press corps, 
he personifies the “cool,” that fathers and sons relate to and identify with. 
Rumsfeld brings to the press conference the cutthroat opulence of traditional 
management styles. 

Starting by reinforcing American righteousness: 

I guess you’d say the United States of America represents something so 
important to the world, our way of life, our free way of life ... that is to say 
where the political and economic structures are such that the maximum benefit 
for the most people is achieved. Parade Magazine 10/12/01 

He not only sets up what the terrorists attacked and the utter absurdity of their 
rationale for doing so, but he also introduces the veritable product that he will be 
pitching. The American way of life is not Democracy, it is a system of 
procurement and stabilized economic relations of benefits in which the political 
and social products thrive and are rewarded. To Rumsfeld and his stripe, 
America is capital available and open to all. The market is the great democratic 
force that equalizes and awards opportunities for success to all citizens of its 
state apparatus. But as will soon be evident, even this offering of conviction is 
tenuous at best. 

Having stated Rumsfeld’s main assumption that underlies his particular 
adaptation of management-speak, there are three main gists to his hard sell: 

1. the difficult and troubling management of the military industry 
(budget restrictions, maintenance, and Star Wars) 

2. the difficult and troubling management of the “New War” 

3. the difficult design and implementation of a marketing plan which 
will sell the first two difficult points to the masses 

Rumsfeld in a fascinating interview with Business Week Magazine (Dec 3, 

2001), lays out his difficult and troubling tasks of managing the military 
industry in a new market climate. The new market environment is based on swift 
technology and small, independent contractors. The interview is most 
fascinating though, for Rumsfeld’s eagerness to speak to the magazine’s 
demographic. While the interviewer occasionally strays into questions of 
strategic viability of forces or systems, Rumsfeld ignores the substance of those 
questions speaking, rather, at length about the military’s lumbering problems in 
dealing with the private sector. 
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I began with the premise that this department needs to be the INVESTOR that’s 
caused the development of some of the most important technological advances 
in our country ... it used to be an advantage for private sector enterprises to be 
connected to the department because there would be technology transfers that 
would benefit the private sector. Today it’s just the reverse. Business Week 
12/3/02 


Rumsfeld’s point here is that military industry used to drive and control 
technological sectors of the American economy, but because of the deliberate 
bureaucracy and length of time to develop weapons systems (“... the institution 
takes too long to do almost anything. Ten or fifteen years to produce a weapon.” 
Business Week 12/3/01), the military has fallen behind the private sector. 
Military is no longer a viable investor in the new economy, which is based on 
the fickle ebb and flow of the stock market. The military is too contemplative to 
offer a quick enough return on investment. The implication is that military must 


regain control AND streamline. 



The market demands it. 

But what of this idea that the 
private sector no longer finds it 
advantageous to deal with the 
Department of Defense? Beyond 
the plodding nature of the 
military, has there been a 
profound shift away from 
looking to the military complex 
as a major patron of risky and 
unproven technological systems? 


The advantage, beyond the 
influx of taxpayer monies for R&D, the private sector relied upon the transfer of 
technologies to attain market dominance. Under the new economy, new stock 
market investors were willing to jump at each new innovation’s promise for 
revolutionary return. Unproven technologies, and their integrated use value, 
drove the market boom of the 1990s. The military supposedly lost its only 
bargaining chip, because we are asked to simply ignore the sustained contracts 


that absurdly fund certain multinationals. 

A strange outgrowth of this is the true position of the government-run 
military complex in the free market environment. The DoD is not in a position 
of direct competition for its market share. It is not a corporation vested to 
traditional market forces and vulnerabilities, but it dabbles, occasionally acting 
as a competitive, viably vested industry. The DoD floats as an interloper, a 
spying ghost haunting the market. 


And there’s no question but that a lot of the people who deal with the 
department are simply not getting a return on their investment. And it doesn’t 
take a genius to figure out if your don’t get a return on your investment, you’re 
not going to want to be investing in it. A trained ape can figure that one. An 
untrained ape can figure that out. Business Week 12/3/01 













Two points are implicit in this statement. First, that the private sector has 
developed a better return than the military, thus outstripping it in production and 
development. The leviathan department’s traditional research and development 
models have become obsolete as a result of out-dated regulations, standards of 
impossible accountability, and too much bureaucratic interference. Operating 
under stringent management and scientific procedures, the defense department 
has become an economic dinosaur. The huge contacts to weapons developers 
that once stimulated previous economic models, no longer excited market 
investors. The new market is much more dynamic, willing to take steep risks, 
and sing the immediate hymn of revolutionary technology. What this boils down 
to is a struggle between stock market perceptions: the old stogy, conservative 
class versus the new market populism of the suburban middle class. A little late, 
Rumsfeld pays homage and plays into the assumptions and images our society 
now embraces. 

Secondly, as the internet 
and media monopolies 
consolidating, as well as the 
witness by the bankruptcy 
corporations fueled by 
investors, the Secretary 
pledged taxpayer 
bail-out option. Instead 
itself, adapting 
military puiposes, the 
source by hiring these 
dynamic companies to develop 
The leveraged reward is sustainable as the 
from “going public” to a focus on Research and Development. 

Rumsfeld is also playing on the term “investment.” The military as cash cow 
investor is too slow in rewarding those mobile, flash industries. Therefore, the 



bubble bursts, with buyouts 
crushingly 

mega-failures 
ofhuge 
new economy 
of Defense has 
support m a veiled 
of the military, 
technologies for 
DoD wants to out- 
seemingly small, 
military applications, 
new economy downshifts 


private sector is reluctant to deal with the government institution because it takes 
too long to reap the benefit. The new economy offers speedier means which 
neither try the patience of the industry nor overburden its success with long-term 
lesults. The other meaning of “investment” being applied, stems from this point. 
The DoD is uncertain that its investment will result in a sound return. In other 
words, will the military benefit exponentially from its weighty investment? 

There seems to be some lurking doubt that the investment return will merit 


the total overhaul of military procedure in developing weapons. It is a delicate 
balancing act that manages to entice the small, viable enclaves of the private 
sectoi, while assuring the Generals and the Elected Officials that the investment 
is well worth their while. It is also suspect whether these small, viable 
companies exist any longer after the buy-out bloodbath that precipitated the 
stock bubble to burst. 


And the whole thing may just be a smokescreen blown up in the hope of 
stimulating investor interest and confidence in the more applicable coiporations. 
If the savvy investor reads in Business Week that a meaty military contact is in 
the works, he is more likely to sink cash into a risky company. Rumsfeld is 



offering the opportunity to get in on the ground floor of the next Lockheed 
Martin. He is just offering veiled advice and speculation. 

But all is not sunshine, picnics, and roses. Rumsfeld goes on in the next 
breath to lay out two disturbing trends of the new economy and the failure of the 
last administration’s policy to act accordingly to these trends. 

.. .to the extent the innovation and creativity is taking place in the world, is 
taking place in the private sector, it is automatically available to the world. That 
is to say, that those that would oppose it are going to have access to some of the 
most advanced technology...because they can buy them... Business Week 
12/3/01 

Inherent in any managerial impetus to shift the paradigm or change the status 
quo is the fundamental will to maintain and conserve most of the apparatus that 
enables power and conventional wealth. Because of this well-worn dichotomy, 
Rumsfeld’s attack on the Democracy of the market and the underpinnings of the 
capitalist system slips by without comment. For it does not seem contradictory 
or laden with hypocrisy to assert that the major flaw in market driven capital 
rests in its fundamental ability to offer unrestrained access to anyone with 
enough money. The danger is that just because one can afford the luxuries and 
opulence of wealth, does not assure that those privileges will be used in a 
trained, responsible (respectful of luxury’s trappings), or proper way. The best 
the upper class can hope for is that the un-indoctrinated will squander their 
wealth on looking foolish while fumbling with the objects of privilege. 
Barbarians who can pay cover are still barbarians and threaten to ruin the 
evening. Rumsfeld openly admits as much, exposing the adage, “Equality for all 
is Freedom for none.” 

.. .that means that the DoD is going to have to be competing in the world 
against states of non-state enemies that have access to the most advanced 
technologies, then we’d best figure that out and be prepared to have at least 
those capabilities connected to the department by our relationship with the 
private sector where those advancements are coming from. They’re not coming 
through the DoD. Business Week 12/3/02 

Rumsfeld purchases the illusion that the democracy of the market is real and 
dangerous. That the smoke screen of “one dollar, one vote” actually provides 
unprecedented access to all, especially those hostile non-state entities. He 
supports the claim of the new economy, that it is revolutionary and its access 
threatens to dislodge traditional nation states and governmental infrastructures. 
The perceived threat comes through information exchange and potential 
electronic attack or disruption. But what really is at stake is the control of the 
political marketplace. By affirming the assertions of the new economy, he 
reaches out to embrace it as a powerful socio-political force. His motivation is to 
co-opt it and bring it back under the old umbrella of upper class exploitation, 
benefit, and monopoly consolation. He acknowledges its most cherished beliefs. 
He entices this new private sector by appealing to their pocket book and 
nationalism. He recognizes this new powerful and moneyed class, then makes 
the dual appeal for business responsibility (an appeal only given lip service by 
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the multinational defense contractors and pharmaceutical/ biological industries) 
alongside the promise that once the DoD is restructured and the institution 
wakes up, it will become the private sectors’ best customer. 

Included in this appeal is the sincere desire the military-industrial complex 
has to re-gain total control over the sale, deployment, and dissemination of 
electronic technologies. Once obtained, the military/US government could use 
these new technologies as powerful political weapons of leverage and 
negotiation. Much like traditional weapons systems bartered or sold to nations to 
gamer political or economic influence and advantage over strategic regions, the 
DoD and US Government want to “weaponize” the new technologies, wielding 
them as they do F-15s or atomic powered submarines over the international 
bargaining table. And you can’t have Taiwan begging or conceding strategic 
points to acquire something they can purchase for $19.95 a month through an 
independent company. 

The question also arises just how and where does the DoD compete? 
Beholden to the market without being a true participant, the department’s real 
competition rests with other militaries amassed by hostile governments around 
the world. The new economy and its technological boon equalizes the 
competitive field. The DoD 's monopoly over United States’ business has been 
smashed. In a global market, the DoD must compete without advantage of 
privilege, Rumsfeld makes the statement that only the DoD takes the protective 
interests of the capitalist society to heart. These other competitors may misuse 
these wonderful advantages to attack or destroy the very system through which 
they procured them. It is an old advertising ploy to paint the competition as 
lacking the values that your product ultimately embodies and instills. Only here 
we are dealing with standing armies, whose puipose is to exert political force 
through murder. The DoD is losing its monopoly over new and exciting ways to 
murder the enemies of our state. 

In conjunction with the new economy’s problems, Rumsfeld also addresses 
the failure and neglect of the Clinton Administration to maintain and improve 
the US military forces and exert an effective deterrence over the world. 

The United States military had a procurement holiday for... the better part of 
eight years ... We are way behind on repairing infrastructure ... behind on 
procurement ... we have not invested in R&D ... are you declining or are you 
level or are you improving? And we need to improve. The stability that this 
country provides for the world and for the world economy is so important to the 
well-being of people all across the globe ... that we need to be willing to invest 
in it. CNN 12/1/01 

The shift is apparent. Rumsfeld and his stripe see a fundamental lack of 
priorities that damaged the US’ standing in the world. Playing upon the military, 
not as a government agency subject to policy shifts, but as an industry that 
safeguards and represents United States’ freedom, market, and way of life, he 
ignores the social and economic cost of maintaining sitting armed forces. While 
previously bemoaning the dangerous success of American market capitalism, 
focusing on the undesirability of global customers’ unfettered access, here he 
points to the military’s role in opening and defending US interests in foreign 
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markets. The contr adiction is only 
viable if one sees the military as 
anything other than the US’s most 
important industry and employer, whose 
major export power rests on deployed 
troops and hardware. In this argument, 
the military manufactures and delivers 
democratic justice abroad, while 
defending the open access we so richly 
enjoy at home. 

He is also building a case of blame, by indirectly drawing the conclusion that 
the attack of September 11 th occurred because the Clinton White House went 
soft, neglecting the military. 

a lot of the people in the world had come to conclude that the United States 
was gun-shy. That we were risk adverse. And there had been a series of things 
that had led people to believe that, and that the cumulative effect of it was to 
weaken the deterrent effect of the United States threat... TIME 12/14/01 

The punch at the Clinton Administration is a two-part body blow. First, the 
“procurement holiday” set the military on a course where they were not able to 
invest in the booming private sector and thus exposed to peril. Secondly, the 
“gun shy” perception, which implicitly granted the worlds’ hoodlums free rein 
to smash and grab in the candy store unabated, lays the mantle of blame for the 
September 11 th attacks on the “liberal” democratic policy failure. Without the 
means to combat the superiority equipped enemies of the American Way of Life 
(who bought their new technological advantage from the U.S. private sector), 
the United States had it trousers down around its knees. We appeared exposed 
and reluctant to defend ourselves. 

This historical inaccuracy of this critique does not register, for the constant 
substantive immediacy of American political discourse’s purpose to delay and 
distract any authentic political discussion from originating. By spinning this 
complicated web of verbal illusions, Rumsfeld skews the debate away from the 
difficult and easily unanswerable points that might over-burden the status quo. 
He offers, instead, a painted straw man, the existence of whom pundits and news 
magazine anchors can loudly argue over without research, memory, or critical 
faculty. 

In the same TIME Magazine interview (12/27/01), Rumsfeld lays out the 
solutions to the military inefficiencies created by the Clinton Administration. In 
fact, the attention drawn to the blaming of the prior Administration selves as a 
convenient backdrop to stage the contrast and innovative thinking of his policy. 
But if one listens closely, one can hear how the old McReagan Cold War 
doctrines have simply been reframed in the rhetoric of the New War 
Management model. Where once the U.S. was combating the expansionist force 
of the Soviet (“Evil”) Empire, by engaging, training, and supplying counter¬ 
revolutionary forces in satellite nations or openly opposing legitimately elected 
neo-communist administrations in third world Latin America, the Rumsfeld 
model shifts “.. .from threat-based model of the past and [has] adopted a 




capabilities-based approach.” In other words, 
the DoD has lifted the hostility factor out of 
specific (non) nation states particularities, 
extending them to open like a huge umbrella to 
shade any and all weapons capability as 
justification enough to render a nation/group 
hostile. In the past the ideological label of 
“socialist” or “communist,” regardless of 
resource, was enough to merit suspicious counter-interest or covert intercession, 
today, regardless of ideological subscription, the mere suggestion that certain 
weapons possession (regardless of age or lack of technological ability) warrants 
potential U.S. action. In still other words, instead of dealing with specifics of 
policy (i.e. the discredited “domino theory” or the Keysian containment model), 
the DoD is now free to endlessly re-invent the hostility, as the scope of eventual 
U.S. intervention becomes deterritorialized. This means, as has been proven by 
the Afghan War thus far, a sitting government can be deposed, a military force 
routed, and the U.S. occupation completed without discemable effect to 
diminish the overall hostile threat. It is no longer adequate to simply win. 

Any deterritonalization effort is a risky operation because, as the confining 
borders collapse, once-contained forces spread out. This unleashing threatens to 
bring to light latent tendencies (radicalizing moderate viewpoints) or strengthens 
repressed desires (indigenous movements for Nationalism). In other words, 
using a biological metaphor: when the host body (dominant, oppressive force) 
collapses, parasites flee and decomposing agents approach, the danger is posed 
as Cross Contamination (the introduction of new pathogens or predators into a 
closed system, where this introduction goes unchecked or challenged). 

So when Rumsfeld states that “a new emphasis on homeland security.. .helps 
us to prepare for the full range of asymmetrical threats while balancing the risks 
to our people...” TIME 12/27/01, he does so with a certain ominous resonating 
tone. Focused in the “our people,” a particular sinister spin is imposed by the 
repartition of a deterritorialized zone. “Our people,” first and foremost, means to 
the manager of the DoD , U.S. Armed forces, the employees of his organization. 
So in this context, “Homeland Security” means securing the homeland against 
those “asymmetrical threats” which are embedded in American society. Healthy 
opposition or protest against U.S. military action must be seen as threat. While 
not as deadly as a cruise missile, these tendencies are just as hostile, if not to 

human life, then to DoD policy. 0 “Our people” must be protected from those 



0 There is here a trap that some critics fall into, that of becoming overly excited about the 
quashing or overturning of civil rights. This trap, when snared, causes the critic to run off 
on personal tangents centering around the build up of a police state. This argument, while 
entertaining, misses the actual point of this power play. The point is to discourage and 
frustrate the general mood of the mass population, to activate a polarization where 
pundits become harbingers, sprouting coy with anecdotal scenarios. Once the majority of 
the population tunes out, and as long as the malls stay open and nothing changes on the 
surface, the powerful have achieved their goal of social control. This insidious method is 
much more effective and cost efficient than deploying tanks in front of every local town 
hall. 







gradual shifts in public mood that lost the Viet-Nam Police Action. The media 
coverage must be skewed, the debates non-topical, and outrage directable, and 
since the beginning of the Gulf War, we have seen a more profound interest and 
subtle sensitivity taken by the DoD hierarchy to accomplish proper “spin 
control.” These little steps taken to broadcast a uniform comment and spectacle 
of military action have neutralized any potential for homeland insecurity 
generated through information or media consumption. 

In accordance with this paramount definition of “our people” and the steps in 
place to defend them at home, comes the second meaning - the U.S. population. 
One would like to read a sincere desire to police and protect these innocent 
citizens of the state. No person who witnessed the attack of September 11 th can 
rationally claim to want to see such a loss of life again, inflicted upon ANY 
society. So security must be tightened and enforced, if for no other reason than 
to prevent further loss of human life. The other side of this coin, though, it that 
to secure the safety of the people, they must not feel imperiled living their daily 
lives. There must be a component that keeps the social fabric tightly woven. The 
mass population must feel safe and unaffected, at all times, in order to keep 
buying Banana Republic™ turtlenecks. Panic, overreaction and potential riot 
must be deterred and avoided. Heightened security assures that after the tragedy, 
life continues unabated, and if the mass population hears and sees that measures 
are being taken they are less likely to buy into the alarmist notions which tread 
dangerously close to the “asymmetrical threats” earlier discussed. 

The most insidious McReagan holdover hiding in the Rumsfeld New 
War Model is that of missile defense system (affectionately dubbed 
Star Wars). “...[With the] refashioned missile defense...we lay the 
groundwork for a new approach to strategic deterrence ... in 
offensive strategic forces with the deployment of missile defenses 
capable of protecting the U.S., our friends, allies, and deployed forces 
from limited ballistic missile attacks.” TIME 12/27/01 


“Strategic deterrence,” under McReagan, meant the construction of a grid over 
the U.S. which would render the Soviet nuclear arsenal obsolete. If the U.S. can 
destroy incoming Soviet missiles en route, then the U.S. has upset the balance of 
the Arms Race, the old theory goes. If star wars was deployed with the Soviet 
threat still on the table, the U.S. could sufficiently cutback on ballistic missile 
production, while the Soviets would have to step up production. The U.S. would 
need less to annihilate them and the Soviets would need more, many many 


more. 
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have broken 
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and governments 
finally 
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fact that one or two nuclear warheads are quite enough to pose a viable threat. 
But what is at stake here for this discussion is the profound reterritorialization of 
the zone of Deterrence. 

A return to the “threat-based” versus “capabilities-based” distinction is 
necessitated. Beyond the ideological/ weapons component aspects previously 
discussed, a subtle shift in the definition of deterrence takes place. Under the 
McReagan Cold War Model, deterrence was defined solely upon production 
capabilities. This means that the U.S./Soviet hostile standoff centered, not on 
how many times each could destroy the other, but on which side could out- 
develop and out-produce the other in innovative ways to destroy one another. In 
short, an Arms Race. The Rumsfeld New War Management Model defines 
deterrence as the ability to negate the supposedly beneficial use of a weapon. So 
Rumsfeld’s people are seeking to constantly reinvent the bulletproof vest, in true 
commodity-based capital’s full glory. He buys into the revolutionary promises 
of a new, improved soap product or the life-easing grandeur of faster computer 
networks. It is a profound shift in economic terms, as well, for as the U.S. 
downshifts from a predominately industrial base (i.e. steel production) to a more 
or less service base (i.e. retail hell), the innovative re-packaging mode (i.e. 

R&D) becomes a necessity rather than a priority. Rumsfeld, though, does not 
neglect the actuality of an attack, he simply acknowledges that instead of 
preventing full scale Armageddon, his recalibrated missile defense system 
assures a Nagasaki without a Hiroshima. If that is, at all, comforting. 

A few brief points can be made now that the Rumsfeld New War Model has 
been delineated, in regards to how this New War military will be maintained and 
funded. 


The budget process is really not working well. We’ve had to prepare, since I’ve 
been here, something like five, plus or minus, budgets of sorts ... to keep 
shifting these numbers around and altering things the way we are because of 
the way the process worked this year is really unfortunate and certainly not 
good management. TIME 12/27/01 

Again the point, already established at length, is about how the military must 
streamline to become more competitively viable in the New Market 
environment. What else is surprising is the admission that the current .process 
[is] certainly not good management”. Such a disarmingly honest statement 
appears, on the surface, to be an authentic expression of administrative failure 
and frustration. But the admission is suspect, when placed into two contexts - 
first, Rumsfeld is under-handmgly discharging responsibility, like most CEOs 
are apt to do when faced with 4 th quarter losses, to forces beyond his (or his 
department’s) control. With the usual excuse of the lackluster nature of the 
market, Rumsfeld is forced to look to the functioning of a complicated system of 
accountability. The government, itself, with its fluctuations of policy, fund 
allocation, and oversight has overburdened the budgetary process. His indirect 
challenge to the government process goes unquestioned because such 
articulations of government waste and interference are dominant stereotypes 
implicit to all government criticism. 


Second, Rumsfeld’s frustration manifests itself as impatience with 
constantly being stifled and shut down by immovable forces of interference. He 
has not had the autonomy nor the opportunity to run the DoD as he would see 
fit. Such a gentle hint of organizational sabotage is a common theme in the New 

Market Management language. In order to justify the 
sweeping, revolutionary changes envisioned by the 
dynamic CEO, a situation of overwhelming 
opposition is established. The mood of regretful, “if 
only..underscores the righteousness of the 
innovative management’s agenda. “If only we did not 
have to report to three subcommittees..“If only 
the budget were not subject to partisan politics.. 

“If only the employees would see it my way...” The 
agenda of change is suspect when it sets itself up in 
such imaginary opposition and especially when that 
change’s main purpose is to maximize profitability. 
Questions must be raised in opposition to the opposition directed toward 
exposing managerial stumbling blocks - at what costs (logistic and human) is 
maximized profit sought or attained (and who benefits versus who loses). 

A revisiting, and regrettable, expansion of the definitional use of 
“investment” is necessitated. Beyond how the DoD acts as an investor, as well 
as investee, in the private sector, the term will be, once again, spun around to 
illustrate how the DoD manages and returns the investment made by the public 
and its opulently funded government. 

The events of September 11 th were a reminder of the critical role that the U.S. 
armed forces play in undeipinning peace and prosperity, and the need to 
adequately invest in the defense of our country. We will certainly need 
sustained investments over a long period of time. [...] with those new 
investments...come a responsibility to spend the taxpayer’s money wisely; to 
have respect for the men and women who pay their taxes and deserve to have 
them spent wisely. TIME 12/27/01 

Rumsfeld is further adapting his governmental duties, couching them in terms of 
the supposed CEO responsibility owed to stockholders to innovate and maintain 
a superior product and higher investment return. Rumsfeld would have that he 
subscribes wholly to the New Economy Model “revolutionary” style of 
corporate management vested in profitability and beholden to superior direction 
of investment. But what is actually at stake are the politics of the cold warrior’s 
tacit imperialism, of deterrence and might; the enforcement of US interests on 
foreign soil with firepower and economic over-production while holding up the 
dual specters of “democracy” and “free market capitalism.” 

Which is in contention is the perception that, with the collapse of the Soviet 
Empire, these operations’ maintenance and continuance lack the justifications of 
underlying Cold War political situations. In place of the “Evil Empire,” 
Rumsfeld employs a maneuver that is insidiously semantic, covertly 
inappropriate, and dangerously “managerial” The major component of this 
reterritorialization comes in the redefinition of the “investment” metaphor’s use 
value. 
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Rumsfeld uses 'investment” to replace the definitional boundaries of the tax 
system. By reading American tax collection as “investment, the funds of which 
are spent on protection (via military hardware, troop deployment, and R&D), the 
illusion of choice is imposed. By implication and extension then, simple 
participation in the tax system, the taxpayer can see her taxes empowered to 
garner a return/profit. But the retums/profits alluded to are the intangibles of 
“peace and prosperity” inherent in the US way of life. A market investment 
without competitive options. For the metaphor not to be over-extended or 
stretched beyond reason there would have to be offered alternative options into 
which invested funds could be redirected or moved to follow a profitable trend 
or buy into a promising new upstart business. But there are neither competing 
forces enticing the investor nor any alternatives to what is actually a compulsory 
system. 

So Rumsfeld commodifies first the tax base and collection/appropriation 
apparatuses (the checks of which are built into election cycles and organization 
of the federal government oversight committees) in market language, distancing 
the compulsion of our taxes by phrasing the system in terms of a “choice” the 
tax payer has when buying into US protection/defense. Second, Rumsfeld 
commodifies US “peace and protection” by alluding to them as tactile and 
tangible, ensured to and purchased by the US investor (nee tax payer). The 
ironic aspect of this point is that US “peace and prosperity come at the expense 
of our competitor’s (rouge nations, strongman regimes, and emerging 
democratic/socialist states) “peace and prosperity.” Through smart bomb 
attacks, permanent stationing of troops and advisors on foreign soil, and secret 
national security operations, the US upsets peace in the world and challenges 
prosperity in order to better maintain and secure its own “market share. 

So Rumsfeld’s “investment” is an overwrought and overextended metaphor 
that threatens to collapse under the weight of nonsense the newly forced 
definitional use values bring with them. His “peace” is war and his “prosperity” 
hallow (given the accompanying supply-side economic model of layoffs, capital 
gains cuts, and higher middle class tax burdens). By so concretely binding these 
metaphors to the language and assumptions of the popular idioms of the new 
economy, Rumsfeld recasts Cold War rhetoric and politicizes the business 
model, making managerial practices political and political practices managerial. 

One of the reasons why Rumsfeld’s management of politics is so effective, 
accessible, respected, and accepted stems from the fact that he is finalizing, with 
the authority of a seasoned CEO, the propaganda rhetoric of the post-Viet Nam 
consensus. The long shadow of America’s lost living room has generated a 
whole politico-cultural critique whose industry is intent upon explaining away 
Cold War military and policy failure on leftist influence on civil disobedience. 
Unable to discredit the sacredness of the civil rights movement directly, Cold 
War and McReagan apologists have created a myth that the Viet Nam police 
action was lost at home due to communist-activated and agitated hippy-led 
social pressure. Coupled with the absurd conspiracy theory that paints 
commercial, ratings-driven news media as liberally biased, the anti-war 
movement has been unfairly overblown into a full-fledged myth of a population 
swept up in a Moscow-steered act of overt treason. 


Rumsfeld savvily constructs an edifice whose iron skeleton was forged in the 
firestorm of this cultural revision and erected on the rich soul of McReagan’s 
arms race excavations; an edifice he stuccoes over with the sexy omnipotence of 
a new economic arrogance and populates with the young, dynamic capitalist 
superheroes of the dot com revolution. This political management creates a 
dazzlingly brilliant faqade over the rusting skeleton of the floundering post-Cold 
War military industrial complex. The edifice can be deconstructed into three 
basic points which are eerily fleshed out with little over extension of the New 
Economy Management language: 

1. ) United States military effectiveness is unquestioned and devastating. The 

military employees are the best and the brightest this nation has to offer - 
dynamic risk-takers and unconventional innovators. The technology 
deployed is precise, inherently good, and is unrestrained by old, stodgy 
business models which restricted growth and stifled profit return; no 
constraint of method or means is viable any longer. 

2. ) The American soldier’s role as advisor or consultant has been realized. 

The Viet Nam absurdity to disguise illegal US combatants has been fully 
recast as an accepted reality without alteration to the language or practice 
of the actual troop deployment/involvement reality. 

We do have a very modest number of ground troops in the country 
and they are there for liaison purposes and have been doing an 
excellent job of assisting with coordination for resupplies of various 
types as well as targeting. DoD Briefing 10/30/01 

The determined use of “liaison” implies a tangible American distance 
while leading authenticity to a legitimate, indigenous armed opposition. 
Two facets emerge: 

a. ) The danger to American life is minimized, a particular 
sticking point and polarizing factor in the “war weariness” that led to 
the general opposition to the Viet Nam Conflict. 

b. ) “Liaison” also infantilizes the indigenous opposition, the 
standing government, and the conflict as a whole by implying that the 
more sophisticated US forces can instruct, train, and tactically advise 
the inferior forces, while at the same time, stamping a promissory note, 
approving upon certain victory, who will swell to fill the governmental 
power vacuum, thus fostering the incentive of implying “those who 
fight today, tomorrow will rule.” 

.. .the critical decision was to get special forces embedded 
in the opposition group. The minute we did, there is no 
question but that everything improved. Targeting improved. 
Our ability to assist the opposition forces in aggressively 
dealing with the Taliban and a! Qaeda forces. The ability to 
re-supply...The ability to advise and serve as a liaison 
function, and for us to know in fact what they were doing. 
TIME 12/14/01 


3.) 


“Embedding” special forces further legitimates the concept of “liaison” 
by complicating US forces 5 advisory role. Just as consultants are hired 
by business and corporate organizations in order to observe, critique, 

and analyze 

organizational procedure, 
practice, and efficiency, 
US forces become integral 
outsiders providing 
specialized knowledge 
and coordination to the 
success (profit) of 
oppositional forces. 

Where investment, 
market, and return are 
replaced with strategic 
strikes, high causalities, 
and severe damage inflicted upon the enemy, US forces revise and 
improve lethal potential and effectiveness. The concept of US forces as 
advisors, consultants, and “liaisons” integrated and “embedded 55 into 
ingenious forces extends the business rhetoric of brainstorming and 
thinking outside the box, marketing victory as an ultimate profit. No 
longer a metaphor, cynically questioned, US forces’ advisory role has 
become a laughable convention of reassurance: the New Economy’s 
reliance upon a culture of consultants and change agents. 

In Pascale Combelles-Siegel’s 1996 paper The Troubled Path to the 
Pentagon’s Rules on Media Access to the Battlefield: Grenada to Today , 
the dialogue between the military and the press is laid bare. By 
positioning this interaction between the two monolithic institutions before 
the painted stage backdrop of the invention and functionality of the press 
pool, Combelles-Siegel illuminates the points of agreement and 
contention. Beyond the obvious problems that a free press experiences 
during wartime, the confrontation between the military and the press can 
be reduced to a few salient points: 

a. ) Access. While the press wants to accompany combat missions 

and go to where to action is, the military wants to contain 
information potentially compromising to mission strategy and 
security. In addition, access deals with the ability to transmit 
news reports from the field. The military’s desire to “clear” news 
stories in order to make sure sensitive or on-going missions are 
not inadvertently compromised slows down the reporters’ filing 
time and causes deadlines to be missed. With video phones, e- 
mail, and other new portable and instant communication 
technologies, the military places unrealistic and disadvantageous 
restraints upon those reporters assigned to a media pool. Unfair 
because the delay almost never results in censorship or story 
revision. 

b. ) Poor Public Relations. Since the end of the Viet Nam conflict, 

the military has appointed various Secretaries of Defense for 




Public Affairs to negotiate, coordinate, and mediate between the 
press and the commanders in the field. But the Secretary was 
constantly and systematically excluded from the actual flow of 
chain of command and thereby rendered ineffective. During the 
chaos of ongoing military action, the Secretary does not have the 
proper information or pull to deliver reporters to the “action.” 
Confusion and distrust, most notably during Operation Desert 
Storm, have been the main results, further straining relations and 
undermining military credibility. 

c.) The number of correspondents has increased. Due in part to the 
expansion of news outlets (Internet and 24-hour, all-news cable 
networks, especially) and the decision of news organizations to 
close foreign news bureaus, the number of correspondents has 
sky-rocketed. There were 31 accredited reporters assigned to 
cover World War II, while there were 1,400 reporters (this 
number does not include support teams, camera crews, or 
assistants, etc) during the Gulf War. Teams from the likes of the 
New York Times to Redbook were all competing, colliding and 
jockeying for access to troop movements and “hot” zones. Part 
of this press build-up is due to a cost-cutting measure on the 
behalf of the networks; foreign bureaus are overly expensive 
given the current media landscape of experts-for-hire and other 
op-ed, talking head seat warmers. 

It is against this situation of news shrinkage and expansion (closing foreign 
bureaus while hiring “opinion” anchors to host topic based interview programs), 
that Rumsfeld enters with more backslaps and encouraging high fives. 

I think technically they’re op-ed pieces, opinion writers, and they’re 
not necessarily connected with the newspaper editorial office as 
much as they are their own views, and we have a lot of those in 
America ... and I would just be dumbfounded if I found that 
everyone agreed with everything that we did ... I find those 
differences of views often helpful and interesting and informative and 
educational. So I do read them. DoD 10/3/01 

Again Rumsfeld offers his typical rhetorical technique of “What he takes away, 
he affirms.” Through the use of a corrective clarification about the role of the 
op-ed writers, Rumsfeld distances the criticism and concerns expressed from the 
officialdom of legitimate news, a distance that isolates and minimizes. By 
asserting that opinion is not necessarily associated with the authentic reporting 
of hard news and differentiating opinion and hard news, Rumsfeld minimizes 
what most news networks and agencies practice and devote the majority of their 
broadcast day doing. Further reduction occurs in acknowledging the proud 
American tradition of tolerating and listening to a myriad and diverse chorus of 
opinion and views. But the effectual impact of these views is only helpful and 
informative, a studied distraction, without direct influence or inherent truth 
value. Further: 


• • - I reall Y think the discussion that I’ve read in the press has been 
helpful, and I’ve read some good articles by people. Some of the stuff 
is a little shrill for my taste. It seems to have put the worst on every 
single assumption that one can conceivably make and I don’t find 
that terribly constructive. Business Week 12/3/01 



Again Rumsfeld’s generosity is overshadowed by a stem frown of disapproval. 
His critique resonates with the scolding maturity of a benevolent parent 
correcting the rash and impulsive behavior of an otherwise well-behaved child. 
The folksiness of this comment further infantilizes and discredits those 
contentious opinions by characterizing them as shrill, overdrawn, and devoid of 
constructive rationality. The dismissive mechanism enacts a dual attack: 1.) The 
aforementioned distance between hard news reporting and op-ed opinion. One 
states facts, the other is just a sometimes-fascinating distraction, the purpose of 
which is only to manifest the inherent freedoms which the terrorists attacked. 2.) 
By characterizing some of the opinions, without concrete citation or reference, 
as shrill and overloaded 


with unrealistic and 
unproductive negativity, 
Rumsfeld asserts, 
without directly 
challenging the freedom 
of the press, that there is 
a fundamental ’’right and 
wrong” morality to the 
discourse. 

This second 
implication is wholly 
consistent with 
managerial styles of 
business governance. A 


tacit acknowledgement that such things as productivity, profit, and innovation 
are morally justified (right), while anything that threatens the “proper” methods 
of business is irrational and unproductive (unions, benefit and salaiy issues, et 
al). issues so wrong that they are dangerous, threatening to undercut the 
effectiveness of the morally justified business of business. In Rumsfeld’s world 
this business is WAR. 


In the end, war is not about statistics, deadlines, and short attention 
spans of 24-hour news cycles. It is about will, projection of will, the 
clear, unambiguous determination of the President of the United 
States - and let there be no doubt about that - and the American 
people to see through to certain victory. DoD 11/01/01 

Here the differentiation is finalized in a movement from the impersonality of the 
media and its arbitrary system of false constraints to the embracing 
determination of one man - the CEO/president - and the unwavering confidence 
in his people - the stock holders/U.S. citizenry. The mistake that must not be 
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... the men and women in the armed services. And this, to be perfectly 
honest, is a good way to communicate directly with them as to what 
this is all about: what we are doing, why we are doing it, how long 
we will be doing it? Are we doing it in a way that we’re pleased with 
or disappointed with? ... So we can address that audience. DoD 
11/01/01 

Outside of the duty, station, and authoritarian structure of orders, the armed 
services benefit from the progress reports and determinations of successes. 

Following orders on the ground, carrying out the daily tasks of 
maintaining the military industry, the employees often lose 
sight of the larger corporate profit margin for which they toil. 
Mobilized in the foothills of Tora Bora, the U.S. advisors 
understand the caves above them are suspected enemy 
strongholds, but their attack requires the definitional 
clarification of the CEO to understand that in those caves squat 
and cower murderous criminals and cowards. 

But more important even than the clarification of operational terms is the 
direct communication of the “performance evaluation.” Without the slick 
publication of a quarterly report, or the daily analysis of stock market 
fluctuations/ performance, it falls on the shoulders of Rumsfeld, CEO, to spin 
out the salient points; to interpret the daily activity, to add to the perspective of a 
strategic plan (inclusive of short-term successes/setbacks in relation to the larger 
project and release of new products), and, finally, to reassure the public trust in 
the vitality (here is read the inherent morality) or the corporations actual net 
gains/losses. The men and women complied in the field also need to be 
reassured that management has the 
foresight of a larger fiscal plan, while 
keeping an eagle’s eye on the performance 
of individual tasks. The employee can rest 
assured that outstanding work will be 
acknowledged while errors and 
miscalculations will be borne out by 
responsible and benevolent management. 

With the internal shop mechanics 
tightened up, the CEO can next address the 
investor/stockholder with a confidence 
bordering on arrogance. 

Then there are the American people, and the American people 
determine where this country goes, ultimately, and so it’s important 
that they have the same understanding... DoD 11/01/01 

A seemingly strange admission from an unelected (therefore unaccountable) 
cabinet member, if one ignores the Rumsfeld Management Superstructure. This 
transparent lip service to a democratic ideal (especially transparent uttered from 
an appointee of a president elected, not by social mandate, but by an 
unprecedented, and Constitutionally illegal, act of Court - see Alan 





Dershowitz's Supreme Injustice: How the High Court Hijacked Election 2000 ) 
is less a simple propagandistic war-time ploy, but functions to deepen the 
management model. By identifying the American public as the ultimate 
authority, the single most important determining factor of U.S. endeavors, 
militaristic or otherwise, Rumsfeld sinks the conventional patriotic language of 
Democracy et al into the murky rhetorical mire of corporatists' responsibility to 
its stockholders. The American people's vested interest is to see a return on their 
weighty and righteous investment. Rumsfeld paints this role as strict and 
demanding, for a loss of understanding would symbolize a depreciation of 
market value. The mandate of American support has thusly been shifted from 
ideological to financial, an important shift in rhetoric, since ideological support 
entails systems of politics and of morality, while the stock market management 
model employs a more pragmatic “getting the job done” stance separate from 
the messy entanglements of extraneous (and party-determined debate or 
consensus building) philosophical systems. 

In addition, the American stockholder is implicated as the primary 
participant in all governmental/managerial policy, for it is for the people's 
investment return that mark successes or failures credible. Yet this investment 
participation is dubious and illusionary, since the American investment is 
ultimately based on compulsory taxes and without actionable consequence. Nor 
is the return profitably tangible, since historically U.S. military build-up and 
intervention marks a severe downturn in the private economic sector (as 
government investment becomes concentrated into huge contracts to the few 
corporations that make up the military industrial complex). In short, Rumsfeld 
implicates the American people as the prime movers without offering them a 
way out of the corporate project. 

The final audience involved in Rumsfeld's marketing plan is the press. As 
has already been illuminated, Rumsfeld’s attitude toward the press is shifty, at 
once acknowledging and supportive, while dismissing and infantitializing the 
press’s role in the new market schematic. When the press analysis cheerleads, it 
is much more accurate than when the press offers historical perspective or 
product comparisons: Rumsfeld supports a Moneyline , but frowns at the mention 
of a Consumer Reports. 

Beyond the Rumsfeld Marketing Plan Carnival’s participation, the selling of 
the War Culture appropriates all the side-swiped justifications that its coherency 
displaces, namely, the political and moral glow of ideology. The appropriation, 
though, denudes these complex systems of all their messy ambiguities and 
conflicting terms. By singularizing these displaced elements under the cipher of 
management, Rumsfeld can paint, with a wide brush, folkisms and brutality 
masquerading as straightforward honesty and respect for truth. The only 
answerable context he suffers is the correctitude of his own device, meaning 
without an acknowledged system of legitimate debate or contentious dialogue, 
Rumsfeld has only to answer to the investment return of his own design. Just as 
Nike does not debate the politics or morality of tennis shoes, Rumsfeld does the 
same with his product, War. Further, just as Nike would claim life is better with 
or in their shoes, Rumsfeld makes a similar case: 

... but [coalition forces] have already made a difference in the lives 



of hundreds of thousands of Afghans who have suffered under years 
of brutal repression. And before the fight is over, they will make a 
difference in the lives of hundreds of thousands or more of the 
Afghan people. DoD 11/30/01 

He goes on to further extrapolate: 

We announce ... that a civilian was killed and it was an accident and 
unfortunate and we regret the loss of any innocent life. But that 
person was not killed by us; that person was killed when the A1 
Qaeda and bin Laden attacked the United States and killed thousands 
of people and caused us to have to go into that country and root out 
those terrorists before they kill thousands more. And it is important 
for the people of the world to understand that... Dod 12/27/01 

The logic is unfortunate and absolutist. By first establishing the premise that 
U.S. military involvement is actually beneficial to those populations attacked, 
Rumsfeld modulates the consumer base for his product, War. Rather than point 
to the American people (the corporation’s stockholders), for whom the benefit is 
nebulous, if not intangible, Rumsfeld identifies the indigenous population, 
suffering under oppressive regimes, as the actual consuming demographic. 
Acting like a pompous CEO of Wal-Mart, bemoaning the lack of proper 
shopping locations/opportunities in Hicksville U.S.A., Rumsfeld only sees his 
violent, bloody, and intrusive product - military intervention/regime change - as 
a positivistic work of renewal and growth. Rumsfeld, the captain of monstrous 
industry, can admit no ill will nor register any remorse as he squashes and drives 
before him the vanquished competition. 

Further evidence of Rumsfeld’s dislocation occurs as “the cause-and-effect 
ploy” replaces “organizational responsibility.” The cause-and-effect ploy runs 
along the dubious, litigiously constructed rail which begins at the point of 
purchase. If a manufacturer creates a packet of deadly toxin and markets it to the 
public, it is not the fault of the manufacturer when consumers who bought the 
toxin packets open them up and die. After all, the packets were perfectly safe at 
the various points of production, distribution and sale, so when did they become 
unsafe? In the hands of the irresponsible consumer, who, undaunted, ripped 
open the packet and subsequently got poisoned. The same is true for collateral 
damage. The U.S. can not be held accountable for civilians killed, since the U.S. 
has no control on where the enemy establishes bases or runs to hide. The U.S. 
bombs don’t kill civilians; A1 Qaeda does by getting blown up. 

The logic of Rumsfeld’s argument is defensive and accusatory and typically 
corporate. The responsibility is deferred to a third party, some mysterious and 
meddling outsider who’s sole aim is to disrupt and sabotage the established 
relationship the established relationship between the Corporation and its ability 
to service the customer. The implication is that the CEO sees this environment 
from on high and is saddened, not for the Corporation or the consumer, but for 
the stock holders, since it is their investments’ profit that he works so diligently 
to attain and protect. The image of the CEO as benevolent grandfather with a 
pocketful of candy is an utter contradiction given the environment of recent 
corporate accounting fraud and stock market implosion. The lie, though, is a 




powerful on, reinforced with comforting and familiar rhetoric that we, as a 
capitalist culture, wish really hard to believe. 

Finally, it is with this doting grandfather image securely affixed that 
Rumsfeld hams up the blustery arrogance and atrocious logic of the New Market 
Economy's ultimate CEO. His stance, so stable and unassailable, reeking of 
confidence and cool, combined with his practiced and insincere folksiness, 
creates a no-nonsense persona from which Rumsfeld lobs the grotesque humor 
of the damned. 


Rumsfeld's 
expectation and 
routing. The 
conference or 
predetermined 
availability. This 
which Rumsfeld 
strictly managing 
and depth of that 
artificiality of 
the behavior that 
establishing a 
(in the press 
first as the 
recognition - to 



humor is grounded in the 
monotony of timed 
length of the press 
interview is 
before Rumsfeld’s 
confines the time in 
will engage discourse, 
and protecting the scope 
discourse. The 
beginning and end dictate 
exists within its borders, 
competition for attention 
conference, this manifests 
competition of 
be called on to ask a 


question; second, as the attention of Rumsfeld’s response, to devote his answer 
to a specific point or topic). 

The limit of time limits the behavior of those who agree to time limits, 
replacing the possibility of in-depth historical exposition or contextualization 
with the expectation and familiarity of behavior. So a reporter assigned to the 
Pentagon establishes a behavioral repertoire with Rumsfeld, a sort of personal 
history based on a running discourse of presence instead of substance. Meaning, 
the press conference formats the procedure wherein senior reporters from major 
news outlets, whose daily presence is almost assured, are called on first, as a 
privilege of routine. History is shaped in this methodology; it becomes the 
history of relationships, bureau assignments, rather than the development of 
events or political contexts. As reporters hash out a headline, they rephrase their 
inquiries against the repetition not of facts, but of answers. 

So it is within this context of procedure, operation, and routine that 
Rumsfeld's humor of the damned emerges. Damned, because the humor is 
strictly confined to the daily grind of the press conference, unfunny when 
removed from the situational environment - almost forgivable in-jokes and slips 
of the tongue, if they were not part and parcel of Rumsfeld’s CEO persona and 
calculated management techniques. 


RUMSFELD: I don’t think it’s the first time I’ve acknowledged that. 
I think yesterday a young woman down here said something about 
“This, this, and this,” and I said “All of the above.” 

Q: You said any of these - any of these? 

RUMSFLED: Did I? (cross talk, laughter) Son of a gun (laughter). 


DoD 10/30/01 


The cramped time is abundantly evident in that particular transaction. In 
attempting to answer by standing on the record, Rumsfeld assures the 
patronizing anonymity of a correspondent unfamiliar to him and his timed 
routine, while flippantly reducing the substance of her question to the ambiguity 
of undefined pronouns. The resulting humor arrives upon the correction of “All 
of these” to “Any of these,” a confusion of ultimate meaninglessness whose 
clarification exists in such minutiae and ambiguity as to heighten the absurdity 
of a clarification without distinct clarity, thus further exposing the inane 
endeavor (by focusing attention on specific modifiers) of the press conference. 

Another example of this procedural humor, cynical in tone and funny only to 
those whose context and routine it assails, is: 

GEN. MEYERS: We’re going to change the order around a little bit 
today and... 

Q: We can ask questions first and then you’ll have a statement 
afterwards? 

RUMSFELD: We give the answers, and then you ask the question... 

DoD 1/16/02 

Here, Rumsfeld displays the quick-witted assault that disarmingly mocks those 
who attempt to interact or attain the upper hand. Never losing control or 
surrendering control of the proceedings, Rumsfeld turns the tables on the 
flippant outburst to gently mock the job of the reporters while exposing the 
meaninglessness of their questioning. Rumsfeld lays bare the nature of the press 
conference dynamic, thus making the obvious frustrations humorous, since the 
answers would remain the same regardless of the nature or even the presence of 
the questions. The operational procedure which protects Rumsfeld and assures 
his authority as harbinger of information and truth here is cynically mocked to 
the amusement of all. Only a damned soul, participating in the machinations of 
hell, would find such interaction bedeviling. 

The other, more disturbing, aspect of Rumsfeld’s humor is evidenced in his 
seeming lighthearted critique of deadly military operations. When confronted 
with the obvious failure of the Tora Bora assault to produce tangible results - 
namely, the capture of Mullah Mohammed Omar or victorious routing of the 
enemy - Rumsfeld quips: 

Well, I mean, you’ve got...Omar is missing. “Where is Omar?” 
(laughter) We’re looking for him... DoD 12/13/01 

By acknowledging the elusiveness of the individual enemy, while mocking that 
very fact, his comment illuminates the ultimate powerlessness of his position in 
the daily entanglements of operations, while assuring, with humor, the elevation 
of his position. At once accountable and distanced, Rumsfeld maintains his 
authority and the authority of his rhetorical management through a folksy jab. 
But even this exchange pales next to the mean-spirited characterization of the 
following: 


GEN. MYERS: I mean, these are people that would gnaw hydraulic 
lines in the back of a C-17 to bring it down. I mean, so this is - these 
are very, very dangerous people, and that’s how they’re being 
treated. 

Q: They didn’t try to gnaw through a hydraulic line? 

RUMSFELD: No, No. (laughter) Hyperbole. 

GEN. MYERS: That was hyperbole. DoD 1/11/01 

Once again, the propaganda model is being replaced with the Corporate 
technique of characterizing the competition as ruthless, unprincipled and without 
basic humanity. Myers and Rumsfeld tread lightly over this terrain where the 
enemy is demonized, careful to empower the competition into a viable threat, 
ascribing monstrous business practices to them, while distancing themselves 
from making such a characterization. The use of the ‘just kidding’ hyperbole 
establishes a familiar advertising technique wherein the competition is shown as 
overly exaggerated and cartoonish fools engaged in blatantly untrue and 
humorous practices (the famous “Where’s the Beef?” advertising campaign is a 
perfect example). It is a brilliant trick that infantilizes the enemy, while 
lightheartedly poking fun at his threat capability, a trick that slyly winks and 
teases, as it threatens, “Shouldn’t you people know better than to take, at face 
value, all that we say?”; a threat that could only be humorous in an environment 
of mundane repetition and immemorial routine, for it is a threat that releases the 
tensions inherent in a relationship none wish to directly acknowledge or 
confront. 

This essay attempts to rend the curtains hung by Rumsfeld in the parlor of his 
war room to darken the unpleasant comers piled with the more unsavory 
mementos of an ongoing war on terror; to highlight the methods of obfuscation 
and displacement that sustain a self-enclosed system of irrational justification 
and propagate an obscene, murderous military campaign. The degree that this 
essay assumes intimate familiarity with the language and concepts which 
characterize the New Market Economy is very high, but even without direct 
concordances between the consultants and business mavens, that dominated the 
NYTimes bestseller lists the last twenty years, and the rhetoric of the current 
Secretary of Defense, I hope that I have illuminated, through very little 
unpacking, the possible (and I would assert deliberate) coordinates of agreement 
between the two systems. As a result, the critique is fissured due to the 
inherencies that buttress the Rumsfeld discourses’ successful adaptation into the 
sphere of total dominance. But it was the expressed purpose that by opening the 
curtains in the stuffy chambers of officialdom, I might assist others to better aim 
their volleys. To this end, I hope I may have succeeded. 

February/September 2002 
Cleveland Heights. 



For years I used to lionize Oliver Stone because I felt he was single- 
handedly trying to fictionalize the archival footage we have of the 1960s. 
In his films, like JFK and THE DOORS, he painstaking re-shot existing 
and familiar footage. The implications of this horrified me (over-coding 
entertainment footage with entertainment re-enactment). Then my rage 
was pointed toward Stephen Spielberg for his obsession with re-casting 
WWII in his stylized megabudget superstarstudded American noir. That 
instinctual vocabulary, his films possess, that ding and pop and zings 
with spectacle (the audience’s ohh wow factor). 0 Now I am sickened by 
the fact that our wars are beginning to resemble our entertainment. When 
I saw James Hill’s photo on the front page of the Plain Dealer, I was 
struck by a surrealist convergence (an immediate familiarity swept over 
me, like lines of a Shel Silverstein poem I memorized in fourth grade 
creep back at nonsensical times, to magically disconnect a situation). 
Then I remembered, after several hours of itchy mental discomfort, just 
where that image came from - it was the ad campaign for the Spielberg- 
produced HBO Band Of Brothers. The concordance between the two 
images, separated by only a week or few days, may not have been 
intentional, but the viewer (in this case me) made the connection between 
the media ennobled good fight of WWII with the Afghani military men 
walking to/from battle. The WWII allusions between the bombing of 
Pearl Harbor and the destruction of the World Trade Center had been 
established and debated almost hours after the event. And then I 
remembered that damn Ben Affleck movie no one went to see last 
summer... 



Indiana Jones without his pistol in Temple of Doom And E.T. generally 
(but especially when he turned dog poop white and “died”) 











Signs were mixed, at year's end. As anticipated, 
most of the population was greatly relieved to see 
the end of the Taliban, one of the most retrograde 
regimes in the world; and relieved that there was no 
quick return to the atrocities of a decade earlier, as 
had been feared. The new government in Kabul 
showed considerably more promise than most had 
expected. The return of warlordism is a dangerous 
sign, as was the announcement by the new Justice 
Minister that the basic structure of sharia law as 
instituted by the Taliban would remain in force, 
though "there will be some changes from the time of 
the Taliban. For example, the Taliban used to hang 
the victim's body in public for four days. We will only 
hang the body for a short time, say 15 minutes." 
Judge Ahamat Ullha Zarif added that some new 
location would be found for the regular public 
executions, not the Sports Stadium. "Adulterers, 
both male and female, would still be stoned to death, 
Zarif said, ' but we will use only small stones'," so 
that those who confess might be able to run away; 
others will be "stoned to death," as before. The 
international reaction will doubtless have a 
significant effect on the balance of conflicting forces. 


Noam Chomsky 
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Lightning strike shock waves rippled through 
the consumer consciousness. Buckling and 
distorting, bulging with gaseous cartoonish 
emphasis the horror implied in the static forms of 
quick-run sidewalk vendors and drunken‘flicks of 
half-smoked cotton mouth cigarettes. As the images 
spread outward, like the circular waves generated 
by a pebble dropped through the glassy surface of a 
dynamite pond, they became dislodging forces. 
Nervous fluctuations tripped up the hot-wired 
mechanisms of daily anger and submissiveness. 
Standing slackjaw, stomach punched, Americans (the 
world over) were briefly unified in a shock that, 
once and for all, paralyzed and isolated the 

individual. 


Which means 
that whatever latent 
political stance or 
silent critical 
allegiances separate and 
divide us along 
ideological lines, 
squeezed out like the 
hard infection of a nasty 
blackhead, nastily 
incubating on the nose. 
The goop squirmed out, 
snaking up with pulses 


and unending squirts, curling and twisting back 
upon itself. 














The infection 
purged from each 
individual pore on the 
skin of the maligned 
and pustule-ridden 
body politick, there 
appeared splotchy 
holes and bloody 
spots. Some of us went 
mad, disassociating 
the event. Others 
simply got mad, crying 
out for military 
disinfectant to enact 
immediate revenge. 
Still others just 
hurt, aching against 
the pain of the 
bleeding wound. More 
feared that what was 
to follow might leave 
worse damage and 
scarring. But few 
clung to the safe 
guards of ideology, 
for a few hours we 
were a volatile force, 


simmering beyond 
social constraints and 
division. We were 
dangerous. Almost 
immediately, though, 
the virus that poisons 
and blocks up 
individuals, swelled 
back over us, washing 
away the exposed filth 
and sloshing back down 
into the newly opened, 
cleansed space, 
beginning to fill and 
divide us again. 



Immediately, the 
media outlets, without 
exception or much 
articulation, began 
crafting the uniformed 
image. Began to 
transform the event to 
fit into preconceived, 
familiar modules of 
translation and 
coherence. Editing the 
footage, deleting the 
more human elements of 
gore, torn flesh, and 
last seconds of life, 
looping the most 
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dramatic images together. This media filtered loop 
focused on the sterile (depicting machine attacking 
building). The event took on an inanimate distance 
that diffused the true horror and potential. This 
objectification, familiar to us because of the 
inconsequential (clean) violence of the Action 
Movie, pushed the national consciousness and 
reaction to the attack into a space of things and 
ideas. This objectified barrage of images, took the 
un-scripted text and re-coded it into the language 
matrix of familiar political and social discourse 
(our separating disagreements and smoke screen 



Under the incessant battery of controlled 
footage, ran the constant muttering of officialdom 
(with the sanitary images ran the soundtrack of 
heroism, political maintenance, and human interest 
sympathy). The calm familiar cadence and tone of 
authority - seeking opinions of unemotional (i.e. 
scholastic) experts, the solace of acquainted 
consultants and the intonation of sanctity of 
retired military architects of policy and conflict 
- underscored the return of normalcy, the 
maintenance of order. 

Since the end of the major European 
Revolutions, culminating in the 1917 disposing of 
the Russian Royalty, the media's main function has 
been to destabilize the spread of rumor. Not so 
much craft total consensus throughout the general 
population, as to dismantle the gossip and panic 
machines that are built before the storms on Noble 
Manors or swarms of localized political renewal by 
mob force. 

As government buildings shut down on high 
alert, as stores closed up, and the workforce 
streamed home midday, the major overriding function 
of every media outlet from radio to webcast, was 















aimed at social control, keeping people inside, off 
the streets, isolated in small family units. Any 
exchange of information between people would be 
purely centered around loved ones' safety and the 
weepy exchange of fragments gardened from the 
breaking news. Depending on which channel of media 
technology you consumed, that channel became the 
generating motor of your processing and 
understanding of the event. Opinions, anger, 
topical questions and informed answers all centered 

on the coverage or comments overheard on official 
outlets' disseminating information. 

And this is VERY important. Official outlets 
displaying the censored (edited) footage, flash 
graphics, and long winded analysis upon which each 
individual began basing their opinion and 
understanding. All the discourse surrounding and 
processing the event was being controlled, crafted 
and directed. There were no pockets of uncontrolled 
rumor boiling up amid petty exploitation or local 
discontent/fear. Nothing was building upon which 
populations usually base mass punitive uprisings. 
And even though, America was attacked, the threat 
to the loss of control was very real... 

Official News Mob Potential 


1. The President is 
in complete control 


1. He is an idiot 
and unelected. 


2. Government apparatus 
is functioning. 


2. The nation is 
In total Chaos. 


3. Military has been 
mobilized. 


3. Is this martial 
law? 


4. Islamic terrorists 
are responsible. 


4. Kill all the 
foreigners down 
the street! 


ETC. 











idua&fc 



Even alternative media outlets participated in this 
quelling of direct, immediate response (that could 
have lead to the unraveling of the social fabric), 
by producing the formulated opposition analysis 
consistent to their demographic share's 
expectation. It did not matter if the tone was 
chest puffed patriotism or bifocal straightening 
blowback theorizing, each point of view fell safely 
in line, working to maintain the isolated space of 
that particular media's targeted consumer. (And no, 
this is not some insidious cabal or conspiracy, it 
is just good old fashioned business savvy.) 

The goal of media was laid bare, denuded of 
its distance, each displayed the necessity to 
render powerless the individual response, which . 
convince him/her that others (who may hold official 
seats of power/influence) shared their perspective, 
alienation, and concern. To maintain social order, 
calm immediate, directed and effective action, to 
paralyze through distraction and information 
overload. To defuse the powder keg bulging under 
the social fabric, by ripping at the very real 
wicks that might be lit by gossip fueled sparks of 
localized community action/communication. We ecame 
a community stranded on the inlets of media that we 
consumed. 

If you doubt the compliance of alternative/ 
'independent media, consider the debate that raged 
only days after the attack between Noam Chomsky 
(published in Z Magazine) and Christopher Hitchens 
(published in The Nation ). An insipid little tennis 
game was played out. Instead of dealing with the 
very real affects, rationale, and complexities of 
the situation, both commentators spent their time 
dealing fierce blows of accusation, name calling, 
and quoating the other's record. What was at stake, 





















speak for the left, who would be the beacon of 
truth guiding those who were lost in the smoke and 
soot. 


In addition to 
this debate about 
legitimacy was the 
very real tendency 
media personalities 
have to belittle 
instead of converse. 
There was no 
engagement of 
discussion, only 
volleys and jabs. It 
was easier to attack 
than formulate a 
semblance of 
coherence. Their give 
and take created an 
entry point for 
discussion, an opening 
for opinion and 
debate, that distanced 
the discourse from the 

dangerous issues that 
swelled up around the 
Terrorist Attack. 

Other commentators 
could now join the 
battle, enter into the 
debate, without any 
real expertise or 
anything other having 
chosen a side from 
which to deal out a 
few well turned 
phrases. It was a 
distractionary 
technique to generate 
consensus and 
distraction, and it 
played out in the 
liberal, independent 
press . 




This a closed 
system. And there is 
little room for escape 
or dissent within it, 
otherwise it would not 
have sustained itself 
so effectively. 
Awareness of these 
mechanisms does not 
diminish their control 
or ability to shape 
perceptions of daily 
reductions into 
powerlessness, 
hopelessness, and . 
despair. 


No, in America, 
the most dangerous 
thing to do is turn 
off the t.v., radio, 
and computer and start 
talking to the people 
around you about the 
conditions of your 
daily life. If you 
begin, you may connect 
to something more 
important and vital 
than anything else - 
you may affect some 
direct political 
action - even if it is 
punch to your nose. 


m 








Is the other more 


Afghani woman 


humane because it 


Secular instead of a 


Religious Government? 


executed 1999 for killing 


her husband with a hammer. 


Short term amnesia of cultural 


superiority. 


Is one more brutal 


Karla Faye Tucker 


becausetU^uouj 

B and outside. 


closed doors? 


executed 1998 in Texas 


for killing ex-lover with Pickaxe 


Or don’t we summarily execute 


women, too? 

















we STOP 


When did 


attacking 


Iraq? 


Since the December, 1998 "Desert Fox" 
bombing of Baghdad and other parts of Iraq, 
U.S. and British air raids have become, in 
Bush's words, "routine." In 1999, they 
attacked 138 times; an average of once 
every three days; in 2000, the average came 
closer to once every five days. Although less 
frequent, there have been a total of 13 
bombings just in the first 95 days of 2001; 
an average of once per week. Most people 
are not aware of these bombings. The March 
30 bombing received only two sentences in 
the Oregonian. News about the bombings 
can, however, easily be found on the web 

attributed to wire services (AP, AFP, 

Reuters, UPI, etc.) 






Myers: We're going to talk cookies for just a minute. People in the 
Washington, D.C. area put together what started out as a small 
effort — about 13,000 cookies, the best we can count. I mean, it 
filled up — it didn't fill up the C-17 that we traveled on, but it filled 
up a portion of it. And they've been distributed in — some in 
Pakistan, where we have forces, and four-fifths of them up in 
Afghanistan, where we have the folks in probably the worst 
conditions. They were exquisite cookies. These weren't just — I 
mean, people really put their heart into them. There were notes 
from senators, from congressmen, from other folks around town -- 
30 different nationalities -- 

Rumsfeld: Fortune cookies? The notes were inside? 

Myers: They all promise us a bigger budget, sir. (Laughter.) No, 
these were not — these were not — (chuckles) — but they wrote 
notes as the things were being baked; they were their 
grandmothers' recipes, in many cases. And by the time we left the 
location in Pakistan, we saw them distributed, and people seemed 
to be — appreciate the thought that they were meant to convey. 




I’d Ask You To Stay, But I Don’t 
Want the Company 
OR 

interzone: Codified Xenophobe 



I am incredibly xenophobic. What this boils down to is the 
fact that I am dreadfully afraid of Americans. All of them. All of 
YOU. Regardless of race, gender, or religious splendor - each and 
every potentiality and manifestation - scares me. The type of fear 
that forces one to remain in bed, even when one has to pee really, 
really badly and knows that the scant path carved into the dark 
and lumpy room is safe enough from long-fanged boogie men or 
other under-the-bed nasties. The right before the test, not having 
studied or remembered to pull on one’s trousers, panic that 
invades the molasses spread landscape of not quite right 
nightmares. 

My fear is irrational, to some degree, because it imagines 
itself to be something that it is not. I mean, since I AM AN 
AMERICAN, then by definition I can not be xenophobic (since 
that means a fear of foreigners). But, I never felt associated with 
the Corporation of America. I always felt like I was showing 1 up to 
do a job without ever being employed or properly trained. As if 
my very attempts went unnoticed by the Management. That I was 
encased in a shell that bounced off everything conventional or 
associative. A shell which has kept me uncomfortable, sidelined, 
and non-participatory. 

Wm. Burroughs was on to something when he discovered 
and mapped out the topography of Interzone. That in-between 
place where the viral and diseased mock and parody observation, 
landlocked in a weary sigh of disbelief, overly distracted by the 










ironic spectacle’s glossy filth. Non-citizens of a state, whose 
borders are defined by an off-center isolation, imposed upon the 
content of existence. While the rest of America defines itself 
through terrible ritual behaviors and grotesque interpersonal 
assumptions, a masquerade of rotten corpses whose stench is 
comfortable normalcy. 

The inhabitants of Interzone mange their transgressions, 
allowing them to burrow deeper into their shadowy specter of 
non-identity. Interzone is populated with secret agents all spying 
on scrambling eggs and ignoring whiskey transmissions from 
outer space. Interzone is dazed, paranoid, and full of confused 
satire. Deprived of semblance and removed from affective 
interaction. Its population reduced to masturbatory stains on a rug 

stuffed in a rusted out dumpster forgotten behind an abandoned 
asylum. 

! Interzone is the bedroom window from 
which I watched the empty driveway fill 
with snow, organizing record collections 
and arranging muddied thoughts. Pecking 
out rants from Olivetti typewriters and 
imagining a community, of sorts, from 
sentimental re-enactments of mundane 
social memories. I’d listen to Oliver North 
testify on the radio and stand in the back 
heckling my friend’s band when I wasn’t 
soft talking for a ride home. I’d mingle in 
wearing an uncool spray painted jean 
jacket and flushed red face of 
embarrassment, even though no one 
le corner of the couch all night never 
moving to get a beer or get my game on. I’d just listen to you 
crack on one another and never wager more than five dollars. I’d 
scribble in the coffee house, always at the same table, but never 
sustain eye contact or engage in conversation. I’d lust after the 
way you played with your hair and take late night walks alone, 
listening to metal. I’d drink myself into a stupor, alone, and 
overextend your influence in my life, making monuments to that 
piece of gum you gave me. I’ve fucked it all up because... 

I’ve watched you Americans, and you scare me to death. 



noticed me. I’d sit in tr 




SEE? I PLACE THE' 
SNOWBALL IN THIS 
VBLANKET.. J/ 


COHEN I WHIRL IT AROUNP 
IT BECOMES A WEAPON' 
TERRIBLE TO BEHOLP.' 


IT CAN SENP A SNOWBALL 
THR0U6HTHE AIR FASTER 
THAN THE SPEEP OF SOUNP" 


ANP COHAT IF WE ALL 
ENP UP IN THE HOSPITAL 
WITH PNEUMONIA, ANP 
N080PY COMES TO SEE 
US ANP NOBOPY CARES? 


SURE, ANP WHAT IF 
PAP L0SE5 HIS JOB 
TOMORROW, ANP WE 
HAVE TO MOVE ANP 
WE PON'T HAVE 
ANYTHIN6T0EAT? 


MILITARY 1 

5TRATE6V 
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